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REMARKS 

Upon entry of the present amendment, claims 16, 24, 25, 27 and 30 will have 
been amended while claims 23, 26 and 29 will have been canceled. 

In view of the hereincontained amendments and remarks, Applicants respectfully 
request reconsideration and withdrawal of each of the outstanding rejections set forth in 
the above-mentioned Official Action. Such action is respectfully requested and is now 
believed to be appropriate and proper. 

In the outstanding Official Action, the Examiner rejected claims 16, 19-20 and 27 
under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated by BROWN, JR. et al. (U.S. Patent No. 
5,761,083). Claims 17 and 18 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as unpatentable 
over BROWN, JR. et a!, in view of KIKUCHi et al. (U.S. Published Patent Application 
No. 2003/0070438). Claims 21, 22 and 28 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as 
unpatentable over BROWN, JR. et al. in view of KLINE et al. (U.S. Patent No. 
6,241,156). Finally, claims 23-26, 29 and 30 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over BROWN, JR. et al. in view of KLINE et al. and further in view of 
CARNER et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,622,925). 

Applicants respectfully traverse each of the above-noted rejections and submits 
that they are inappropriate with regard to the claims now pending in the present 
application. In particular, Applicants respectfully submit that each of the combinations 
of features recited in Applicants' independent claims 16 and 27 are clearly not taught, 
disclosed or rendered obvious by the disclosures of the various references applied there 
against. 
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By the present response, Applicants have amended claim 16 to incorporate 
therein several of the recitations of claims 23, 24 and 26. Similarly, claim 27 will have 
been amended to include the significant recitations of claim 29. 

Thus, based on the Examiner's outstanding rejections, the presently pending 
independent claims 16 and 27 are assumed to be rejected based upon the combination 
of BROWN, JR. et a!., KLINE et ai. and CARNER et al. In setting forth the rejection, the 
Examiner admits that BROWN, JR. et al. and KLINE et al. fail to teach a touch screen 
monitor for inputting control commands and inputting or editing, dragging, selecting, or 
converting colors of a number of cells within the central control system. The Examiner 
then relies upon CARNER et ai. to teach the use of a touch screen monitor for inputting 
control commands. 

However, the Examiner does not address at least the other recited features of 
the claims such as, for example, converting colors of a number of cells. Moreover, it is 
respectfully submitted that CARNER et al. clearly does not teach, disclose or render 
obvious at least the above-noted feature. 

According, for this reason alone, it is respectfully submitted that the Examiner's 
rejections against claims 16 and 27 are inappropriate and that the combination of 
features defined by each of these claims is clearly patentable over the combination of 
references cited by the Examiner. 

In this regard, should the Examiner maintain the rejection of the claims by 
asserting that CARER et al. teaches these features, Applicants respectfully request that 
the Examiner clearly cite to where color-changing of cells is disclosed therein. 
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Independently of the above, Applicants note that each of claims 17, 18, 21, 22 
and 28 have been rejected under a combination of references. With respect to these 
combinations, and without in any way acquiescing in the Examiner's assertion that the 
individual references contain the features upon which the Examiner relies, Applicants 
further submit that the Examiner has provided no proper motivation or suggestion to 
make the claimed combination, in this regard, Applicants note that the motivation or 
suggestion required under 35 U.S.C. § 103 must be found in the prior art, not in 
Applicants' disclosure. In re Vaeck, 947 F. 2d 488, 20 USPQ, 2d 1438 (Fed. Cir.). 
Furthermore, neither BROWN, JR. et al., KIKUCHI et al. nor KLINE et al. provide any 
such motivation or suggestion. Even if BROWN, JR. et al. coufd be combined with the 
teachings of KIKUCHI et al. or KLINE et a!., the mere fact that the references can be 
combined or modified does not render the resultant combination obvious unless the 
prior art also suggests the desirability of the combination. In re Mills 916 F. 2d 680, 16 
USPQ, 2d 1430 {Fed. Cir. 1990). The various references relied upon by the Examiner 
fail to suggest such a desirability. 

Accordingly, for this additional reason, Applicants submit that the Examiner has 
improperly combined the teachings of BROWN, JR. et al., KIKUCHI et al. and KLINE et 
al. Thus, Applicants respectfully request reconsideration and withdrawal of each of the 
outstanding rejections together with an indication of the allowability of all the claims 
pending in the present application, in due course. Such action is respectfully requested 
and is now believed to be appropriate and proper. 
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 



Applicants have made a sincere effort to place the present application in 
condition for allowance and believe that they have now done so. Applicants have 
amended several of the claims to incorporate therein features from dependent claims. 
Applicants have further discussed the rejections asserted by the Examiner and have 
pointed out the shortcomings thereof. In particular, Applicants have pointed to specific 
recited features that are not taught, disclosed or rendered obvious by the Examiner's 
relied upon references. Applicants have further discussed the Examiner's lack of 
motivation and submitted that such lack provides an additional basis for the patentability 
of the pending claims. Accordingly, Applicants have provided a clear evidentiary basis 
supporting the patentability of all the claims pending in the present application and 
respectfully request an indication to such effect, in due course. 

Any claims which have been amended in this response, and which have not 
been specifically noted as being amended to overcome a rejection based upon the prior 
art, should be considered to have been amended for a purpose unrelated to 
patentability, and no estoppel should be deemed to attach thereto. 

Should there be any questions or comments regarding this Response or the 
present application, the Examiner is invited to contact the undersigned at the below- 
listed telephone number. 



November 13, 2006 
GREENBLUM & BERNSTEIN, P.L.C. 
1950 Roland Clarke Place 
Reston, VA 20191 
(703) 716-1191 




WHiiam Pieprz 
Reg. No. 33,630 
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